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GALVESTON, HOUSTON & HENDERSON RAILROAD CO. 


Aprit 29, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House and ordered 
to be printed 


Mr. Linpsay, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 1711] 


The Committee on the Judiciary to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 1711) for the relief of the Galveston, Houston & Henderson 
Railroad Co., having considered the same, report favorably thereon 
without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass. 


FACTS 


The bill would direct payment for $38,726.40 to the railroad for 
actual expenses incurred by it in altering one of its bridges. The 
alterations were undertaken in accordance with a flood control project 
approved under the River and Harbor Act of 1938 as modified by the 
Flood Control Act of 1939. That legislation called for the redevelop- 
ment of certain regions in Texas in cooperation, both as to planning 
and financing, with the local flood control district. The alterations 
on which this claim was based were approved by the Federal and local 
organizations pursuant to the act, but no funds were appropriated for 
making them. The railroad anticipated an appropriation and under- 
took the alterations on its own. Once the job was done no appro- 
priation was ever made. 

The Department of the Army favors passage of the bill. 

Ths: iat your committee recommends favorable consideration of 
the bill. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., March 81, 1959. 
Hon. EManvuet Creer, 
Chairman. Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Reference is made to your request for the 
views of the Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 1711, 
86th Congress, a bill for the relief of the Galveston, Houston & 
Henderson Railroad Co. 

This bill provides as follows: 

“That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to Galveston, Houston and Henderson Railroad Company the sum 
of $38,726.40. ‘The payment of such sum shall be in full settlement 
of all claims of the said Galveston, Houston and Henderson Railroad 
Company against the United States for reimbursement for actual 
expenses borne by Galveston, Houston and Henderson Railroad Com- 

any for alteration of its bridge 5.4 over Brays Bayou in Houston, 

arris County, Texas, which alteration was made in connection with 
the improvement of Brays Bayou for flood-control purposes and for 
which amount the said Galveston, Houston and Henderson Railroad 
Company has not otherwise been reimbursed; and, if Galveston, 
Houston and Henderson Railroad Company had not made such br idge 
alteration, such alteration would have been made subsequently at the 
expense of the United States as a part of its flood-control project 
which included the improvement of Brays Bayou, and such bridge 
alteration inured to the benefit of the United States in subsequently 
earrying out such flood-control project which it approved and author- 
ized”, 

The Department of the Army favors the above-mentioned bill. 

A local cooperation flood-control project for the protection of the 
city of Houston, Tex., was adopted by the River and Harbor Act of 
June 20, 1938 (52 Stat. 802), as modified by the Flood Control Act of 
August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1414). Under this project the United States 
paid for construction costs up to $9 million. Local interests were 
required among other things to pay the costs in excess of $9 million, to 
form a single local agency with author ity to act for all interested parties, 
and to remove at the local agency’s expense all existing obstructions 
to the stream channels within the city of Houston. The local interests 
formed the Harris County Flood Control District as the required 
cooperation agency. The United States with the cooperation of the 
Harris County Flood Control District entered upon construction of 
the project. 

By authority of a resolution of the Committee on Flood Control of 
the House of Representatives adopted July 16, 1945, and a resolution 
of the Committee on Public Works of the House of Representatives 
adopted April 20, 1948, a report was prepared by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, on modification of the existing flood-control project to provide 
a comprehensive plan for improvement of navigation and the control 
of floods in the Houston area. ‘The recommended plan was set out 
in House Document No. 250, 83d Congress, 2d session, and was ap- 
proved by the act of September 3, 1954 (68 Stat. 1248, 1258). The 
modified project provided, among other things, for work on Brays 
Bayou at Federal expense, including the necessary alterations to 
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existing railroad bridges. Funds for construction were not appro- 
priated coincident with the adoption of the modified project. 

The original flood-control project did not encompass the rectification 
of Brays Bayou, one of the streams contributing to the flood problem. 
Bridge 5.4 of the Galveston, Houston & Henderson Railroad Co. was 
a wooden trestle over this stream. It was the opinion of the Harris 
County Flood Control District that this trestle operated to collect 
debris and to restrict the flow of water in the bayou during flood 
conditions, thereby aggravating such conditions. In August 1953, 
discussions were held between this Department and representatives of 
the railroad company with a view toward replacement of a portion of 
the trestle with a steel span. In these negotiations, the railroad com- 
pany took the position that alteration of its bridge for flood-control 
purposes should not be made at its expense. It agreed, however, 
that the trestle was slated for replacement and to bear that portion 
of the cost of a new trestle which would not be required if the fixed 
span were installed. It was estimated that this share of the cost, 
chargeable to the railroad company, amounted to $9,000. Upon the 
apparent assumption that the urgency of the alterations would not 
allow the work to wait for Federal appropriations, the Harris County 
Flood Control District entered into a contract on March 4, 1955, with 
the Galveston, Houston & Henderson Railroad Co., whereby the 
company agreed to install a steel span in its bridge upon the payment 
to it of $16,000 by the district. This payment represented the differ- 
ence between the total estimated cost of alterations and $9,000 to be 
contributed by the railroad company. During the course of actual 
construction, 1t was found that the costs far exceeded the estimate. 

Plans for alterations of bridge 5.4 were submitted for the approval 
of the district engineer in advance of construction. He found that 
they met the requirements of the Federal project, but was not in a 
position to obligate the Government in connection therewith, in the 
absence of appropriated funds. 

After commencement of work on the bridge, Federal funds were 
made available and the work on Brays Bayou was undertaken. This 
work included necessary alterations to other railroad bridges across 
the bayou, all of which was performed at the expense of the United 
States. The sole reason that the United States did not pay for the 
alterations of bridge 5.4 was that the work was undertaken prior to 
the appropriation of funds for the Federal project. 

The alterations to bridge 5.4 made by the railroad company were 
in furtherance of the purpose for which the Federal flood-protection 
project was adopted. In equity it should not be required to bear 
the cost thereof. It is the opinion of the Department of the Army 
that the petitioner is equitably entitled to its reasonable costs of the 
alterations to the bridge less the sum of $9,000, representing the value 
of trestle not replaced, and $16,000 paid to it by the Harris County 
Flood Control District. The total cost of the bridge to the railroad 
was $63,726.40. Deducting therefrom the above-mentioned $25,000 
leaves the amount of $38,726.40 set out in the bill. 

For the foregoing reasons the Department of the Army recommends 
that the bill be favorably considered. 

The cost of this bill, if enacted, will be $38,726.40. 
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 


submission of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 


Witser M. Brucker, Secretary of the Army. 


Gatveston, Houston & HenpERSON Raitroap Company 


Statement reflecting cost of labor, material, etc., for 100-foot steel girder span, in place 
on our bridge 5.4, A.F.E. No. 829. These charges are included in R and E 


Account No. 6 


Erect 1 100-foot deck plate steel girder span on concrete filled and 
reinforced concrete capped steel pipe bents or piers, with reinforced 


concrete collars at grond line, Brown & Root Contract No. 1546_- 
1 100-foot steel deck plate girder span, S.H__---------- $6, 493. 50 
Sandblast and paint steel girder span (contract)-...-.-- 1, 512. 00 
104 Evertite offset shoes, complete__._--.------------- 67. 58 


Piling: 16 Armco steel spiral welded wrought pipe 4-inch, 
12% inches outside dimension, 60 feet long, weight, 


rede 3, 433. 68 
24 linear feet, 8-inch pipe (12 2-foot lengths), for piling 
SLC OME EOD she) Buea ee Oe 19. 20 
40 gallons, paint, Totalume__......-..-.-.-------..-. 273. 21 
5% pounds galvanized tie wire...............-..-..-... 1. 09 
1 keg galvanized nails, 16 pennyweight_..---.-.------- 16, 45 
2 kegs galvanized nails, 20 pennyweight___.----------- 32. 90 
93 pounds angle iron, 3 x 3 x 1% inches, 19 feet__..---- 14. 89 
M.P.; rental wrecker x 7502 and 2 convoy cars, Apr. 27, ane 
a ck a a i ia 5. 
HB & T, mechanical department labor, work train and 
MR I UNOR OSES s 2s UE RLU ZL 1, 281. 21 
T & NO, rental of crane, outfit cars and crew....------. 704. 78 
HB & T: 
Pilot and crew drive piling, Mar. 29 and 30, 1956__. 114. 68 
Peet Cee ten UREN CR nc ec ce wwe em noee 740. 64 
Pilot service June 1956. .................----.... 198. 59 
NG OE BORON) iin wide deGedcsh das Sid deal 75. 00 
Testing concrete, Southwestern Laboratories_........-. 10. 00 
Personal expenses: 
Assistant engineer on jobsite_........-...-------- 97. 50 
B and B foreman on jobsite_............--..----- 5. 40 
alla Elin wil Ay dick web aretuins of bvainies } abl ee ei 
eh wets bation Dine 
bor: 
Dissnies oneratorbes ae ese oe eee $121. 61 
atte Mes Bessie Bp cecil 1, 236. 52 
ERIE EE: CORE i i eset dba tim ws Him nai heey wah 1, 310. 18 
a nae naanonnaneienns 10, 262. 29 
ROUT CEOIIET ONION on nn ned ence eneccuun 4. 07 
INO LT OLE I dik iede ede becrectesccce . 53 
an a oo eat whi bmwiedl ohne deve 
Less: 
Amount received from Harris County Flood Control 
A eters acl aa oc Ues sade eadaeGsdull $16, 000. 00 
Amount representing the cost of pile trestle which 
we would have been required to construct had the 
Spek ROU WOT IBUNIOU no nc cnc er eccnccnene 9, 000. 00 


a ea tea ato Ae 


$34, 819. 78 


11, 864. 50 


3, 322. 80 
667. 45 
116. 67 


12, 935. 20 


63, 726. 40 


25, 000. 00 


38, 726. 40 


+ see RESETS 
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I, V. J. Gallaher, certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 
abstract of our accounting for the cost of 100 feet steel girder span in 
place of our bridge 5.4, A.F.E. No. 829. 

V. J. GALLAHER, Auditor. 
County or GALVESTON, 
State of Texas, ss: 

On this 20th day of March, 1958, personally appeared before me 
V. J. Gallaher, signer of the foregoing statement, who made solemn 
oath to the truth of same to the best of his knowledge and belief. 


[SEAL] H. J. DeMary, 
Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Tez. 


O 
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AMENDMENT OF TITLE 28 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE TO IN- 
CREASE THE LIMIT FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SETTLEMENT OF 
CLAIMS AGAINST THE UNITED STATES UNDER TORT CLAIMS 
PROCEDURE 


Aprit 29, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Lane, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 6000] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 6000) to amend title 28 of the United States Code to increase 
the limit for administrative settlement of claims against the United 
States under the tort claims procedure to $3,000, having considered 
the same, report favorably thereon with an amendment and recom- 
mend that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That title 28 of the United States Code is amended as follows: 


(1) Section 2672 is amended as follows: 
“(A) The catchline is amended to read as follows: 


“ ‘$2672. Administrative adjustment of claims of $2,000 or less.” 


“(B) The first paragraph of section 2672 is amended by striking out ‘$1,000’; 
and by inserting in lieu thereof ‘$2,000’. 
“(2) The analysis of chapter 171 is amended by striking out the following 
item: 
“2672, Administrative adjustment of claims of $1,000 or less.’ 
and by inserting the following item in place thereof: 
“2672. Administrative adjustment of claims of $2,000 or less.’ 

**(3) Subsection (b) of section 2401 of title 28, United States Code, is amended 


by striking out ‘$1,000’ wherever it appears in such subsection, and by inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘$2,000’.” 


PURPOSE 
The purpose of the proposed legislation, as modified by the recom- 


mendations of the committee, is to amend section 2672 of title 28 of 
the United States Code so as to increase the limit for administrative 
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2 AMENDMENT OF TITLE 28 OF THE UNITED STATES CODE 


settlement of tort claims against the Government from $1,000 to 
$2,000; and to amend section 2401 of the same title so that its refer- 
ences to administrative settlement will state the same figure. 


STATEMENT 


H.R. 6000 was introduced in accordance with the recommendations 
of an executive communication transmitted to the Congress by the 
Post Office Department. That Department urged that the limit 
contained in section 2672 of title 28 authorizing the administrative 
settlement of tort claims asserted against the Government be increased 
to $3,000 on the practical ground that many of the claims now being 
filed in the Federal courts could be settled administratively if the 
limit was raised to that amount. It was pointed out that in many 
instances just property damage claims for amounts over $1,000 must 
be filed in court because the costs for material and labor in repairing 
the damage to late model cars under present day conditions exceed 
the $1,000 limitation now stated in the law. A similar situation has 
been encountered as regards personal injury claims where the cost of 
medical attention and the loss of time from work result in claims which 
exceed $1,000 and involve claims which could be reasonably settled 
administratively if the limit were increased. 

This committee has considered the proposed increase provided for 
in the bill, and agrees that present-day conditions require that there 
be an increase in the limit for administrative settlement. However, 
after a consideration of all of the factors, the committee has concluded 
that the limit should be fixed at $2,000 rather than the $3,000 figure. 
The $2,000 limit provides for a realistic adjustment in the light of 
present-day conditions, and yet does not unduly increase the authority 
for administrative settlement. Administrative settlements are han- 
dled by the head of each Federal agency or his designee. This means 
that claims settled under this authority would not generally come to 
the attention of the Justice Department when another department 
or agency was concerned. The committee feels that where claims 
exceed $2,000 the normal procedures available in court proceedings 
become increasingly important. When tort claims cases are filed 
in court the Attorney General is authorized to settle such cases under 
section 2677 of title 28 with the approval of the court. When such 
an action is commenced in a court, the matter is subject to the control 
of the court, procedures for depositions and discovery under the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure are available, and the settlement is 
subject to the approval of the court. 

These considerations which apply most forcefully to claims over 
$2,000 must be balanced with the need for expeditious administrative 
settlement, and the committee has determined that the $2,000 figure is 
the appropriate limitation. Claimants who are required to file suit 
under the tort claims provisions of title 28 may be faced with the 

roblem of crowded dockets in many of our U.S. district courts. 

he communication of the Post Office Department observed that the 
crowded dockets in some of the more densely populated districts result 
in delays in bringing cases to trial which may involve periods of up 
to 4 or 5 years. The increase in the limit for administrative settle- 
ment authority as contained in section 2672 would make it possible 
to settle numbers of the claims which would otherwise have to be 
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filed as suits against the Government. This would have the further 
effect of reducing the number of cases on the dockets of the courts, 
and in reducing the time involved by both the Federal courts and the 
U.S. attorneys in negotiating settlements in such cases. 

The Post Office Department letter also indicated that the Depart- 
ment of Justice, the Department of Commerce, the Department of 
Defense, the Department of the Treasury, the Department of Labor, 
the Department of Agriculture, the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, the Veterans’ Administration, the General Services 
Administration, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Comptroller 
General of the United States have joined with the Department of the 
Post Office in urging an increase in the limit for administrative settle- 
ment of tort claims as provided for in section 2672 of title 28. 

An amendment of the limit for administrative settlement in section 
2672 also requires a corresponding amendment to the reference to 
administrative settlement contained in section 2401. The committee 
therefore recommends that the limit be shown as “$2,000” in each of 
the two places in subsection (b) of section 2401 that refer to the 
amount fixed as the limit for administrative settlement. 

The committee recommends that the bill, amended to conform to 
the recommendations of the committee, be considered favorably. 

The executive communication of the Post Office Department is as 
follows: 

Orrice oF THE PostMasTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1959. 
Hon. Sam Raysurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: There is transmitted herewith a proposal to 
amend title 28 of the United States Code to increase the limit for 
administrative settlement of claims against the United States under 
the tort claims procedure to $3,000. The present law (18 U.S.C., 
sec. 2672) permits the administrative settlement of these claims up 
to $1,000. 

During the past 3 years, 147 of 244 postal cases were settled for 
sums between $1,000 and $3,000 by the U.S. attorneys, after suit 
had been filed in the Federal courts. In most instances, this Depart- 
ment could probably have settled these claims in a substantially 
shorter period of time. 

With the rising costs of material and labor and the consequent 
increase in costs of replacing or repairing the later model motor 
vehicles, many claimants, with just property damage claims, are 
forced to institute suits in the Federal courts to recover damages 
because of the limitation existing in the present law. In those cases 
involving personal injury which necessitated extensive medical atten- 
tion and considerable loss of time from work, claimants have also 
been forced to file suit in the Federal courts instead of filing admin- 
istrative claims. 

We are aware of the efforts of the Attorney General to speed up the 
disposition of cases pending before the Federal courts. The dockets 
of those courts today are crowded and in many instances in the more 
densely populated districts, claimants are required to wait 4 or 5 
years before their cases can be brought to trial. If the authority of 
the head of each Federal agency, or his designee, to settle these claims 
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is increased from $1,000 to $3,000, it will have the effect of benefiting 
both the Federal courts and the U.S. attorneys by reducing the 
number of cases on the dockets and the time necessarily involved by 
both the Federal courts and the U.S. attorneys in negotiating settle- 
ments. At the present time there are approximately 625 tort suits 
pending in the Federal courts arising out of the alleged negligent 
operation of the postal service. As a result of these suits there is a 
pecans liability against the United States of $18,009,309. We 
elieve that a considerable number of these cases would not have been 
instituted had there been authority to settle cases up to $3,000. 

Enactment of this proposed legislation will not increase the cost of 
operating the postal service. It should result in a savings to the 
Department of Justice and to the Federal courts. 

Originally this Department proposed to amend the law so as to 
authorize the Postmaster General to adjust claims of $3,000 or less. 
In advising this Department with respect to the legislative proposal 
the Bureau of the Budget stated that as all agencies generally endorse 
the proposal to increase the limitation from $1,000 to $3,000 the pro- 
posal should be amended to make it applicable governmentwide; that 
there would be no objection to the submission of such legislation to 
the Congress. 

Information submitted by the Bureau of the Budget indicates that 
the Department of Justice, the Department of Commerce, the Depart- 
ment of Defense (through the Department of the Navy), the De- 
partment of the Treasury, the Department of Labor, the Department 
of Agriculture, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Veterans’ Administration, General Services Administration, Atomic 
Energy Commission, and the Comptroller General of the United States 
join with this Department in urging the proposed amendment of sec- 
tion 2672 of title 28, United States Code. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. M. McKissrn, 
Acting Postmaster General. 


COMPARATIVE TEXT OF THE CHANGES PROPOSED IN H.R. 6000 IN THE 
FORM IT WAS INTRODUCED 


In compliance with clause 3(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill 
are shown as follows with existing law in which no change is proposed 
is shown in roman type, and the new matter is printed in italics. 
Material which would be omitted is shown in brackets. 


§ 2672. Administrative adjustment of claims of $1,000 or less. 


The head of each Federal agency, or his designee for the 
purpose, acting on behalf of the United States, may consider, 
ascertain, adjust, determine, and settle any claim for money 
damages of [$1,000] $3,000 or less against the United States 
accruing on and after January 1, 1945, for injury or loss of 
property or personal injury or death caused by the negligent 
or wrongful act or omission of any employee of the Govern- 
ment while acting within the scope of his office or employ- 
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ment, under circumstances where the United States, if a 
private person, would be liable to the claimant in accordance 
with the law of the place where the act or omission occurred. 

Subject to the provisions of this title relating to civil 
actions on tort claims against the United States, any such 
award or determination shall be final and conclusive on all 
officers of the Government, except when procured by means 
of fraud. 

Any award made pursuant to this section, and any award, 
compromise, or sottlemenit made by the Attorney General 
pursuant to section 2677 of this title, shall be paid by the 
head of the Federal agency concerned out of appropriations 
available to such agency. 

The acceptance by the claimant of any such award, com- 
promise, or settlement shall be final and conclusive on the 
claimant, and shall constitute a complete release of any claim 
against the United States and against the employee of the 
Government whose act or omission gave rise to the claim, by 
reason of the same subject matter. 


COMPARATIVE TEXT OF THE BILL INCLUDING THE AMENDMENTS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE 


In compliance with clause 3(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill are shown 
as follows with the existing law in which no change is proposed shown 
in roman type, and the new matter printed in italics. Material which 
would be omitted is shown in brackets. 


§ 2401. Time for commencing action against United States. 

(a) Every civil action commenced against the United 
States shall be barred unless the complaint is filed within six 
years after the right of action first accrues. The action of 
any person under legal disability or beyond the seas at the 
time the claim accrues may be commenced within three years 
after the disability ceases. 

(b) A tort claim against the United States shall be forever 
barred unless action is begun within two years after such 
claim accrues or within one year after the date of enactment 
of this amendatory sentence, whichever is later, or unless, if 
it is a claim not exceeding [$1,000] $2,000, it is presented in 
writing to the appropriate Federal agency within two years 
after such claim accrues or within one year after the date of 
enactment of this amendatory sentence, whichever is later. 
If a claim not exceeding [$1,000] $2,000 has been presented 
in writing to the appropriate Federal agency within that 
period of time, suit ‘dissed shall not be barred until the expi- 
ration of a period of six months after either the date of with- 
drawal of such claim from the agency or the date of mailing 
notice by the agency of final disposition of the claim. 
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CuaApTeR 171.—Tort Craims ProcepurE 


Sec. © * * 
. * ~ * * . + 
2672. Administrative adjustment of claims of [$1,000] $2,000 or less. 
* * * * * % * 


§ 2672. Administrative adjustment of claims of [$1,000] 
$2,000 or less. 


The head of each Federal agency, or his designee for the 
purpose, acting on behalf of the United States, may consider, 
ascertain, adjust, determine, and settle any claim for money 
damages of [$1,000] $2,000 or less against the United States 
accruing on and after January 1, 1945, for injury or loss of 
property or personal injury or death caused by the negligent 
or wrongful act or omission of any employee of the Govern- 
ment while acting within the scope of his office or employ- 
ment, under circumstances where the United States, if a pri- 
vate person, would be liable to the claimant in accordance 
with the law of the place where the act or omission occurred. 

Subject to the provisions of this title relating to civil actons 
on tort claims against the United States, any such award 
or determination shall be final and conclusive on all officers 
. “ Government, except when procured by means of 
raud. 

Any award made pursuant to this section, and any award, 
compromise, or settlement made by the Attorney General 
pasos to section 2677 of this title, shall be paid by the 

ead of the Federal agency concerned out of appropriations 
available to such agency. 

The acceptance by the claimant of any such award, com- 
promise, or settlement shall be final and conclusive on the 
claimant, and shall constitute a complete release of any 
claim against the United States and against the employee of 
the Government whose act or omission gave rise to the 
claim, by reason of the same subject matter. 
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MONMOUTH COUNTY, NJ. 


Aprit 29, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Canix, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 322] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 322) for the relief of Monmouth County, N.J., having considered 
the same, report favorably thereon with an amendment and recom-. 
mend that the bill as amended do pass. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Page 1, line 9, after the name “Jersey,” strike out— 

as a result of the movement of a United States Army ninety- 
ton tank over such bridge during the month of July 1947— 


and insert in lieu thereof— 
designated as Monmouth County Bridge S-16, which re- 
sulted, in part, from movement of heavy United States 
Army vehicles over said bridge during the period from 1945 
to mid-1947, inclusive. 
The purpose of the proposed legislation is to pay the sum of 
$11,806.73 to Monmouth County, NU ., in full settlement of all claims 
ainst the United States for damages sustained to a bridge on the 
ewman Road, Monmouth County, N.J., as a result of the movement 
of heavy U.S. Army vehicles over said bridge during the period from 
1945 to mid-1947, inclusive. 


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


This proposed legislation was introduced in the 84th Congress in the. 
amount of $30,000, and the Department rendered its report, dated 
August 17, 1955, stating that it opposed the bill in its present form, and 
recommended that the sum of $11,806.73 be appropriated. Therefore, 
the author of the bill introduced H.R. 322 to conform with that recome-. 
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mendation. A complete report has been made by the Army givin 
in detail the history of the claim. Your committee have given caref 
consideration to the bill and concur in the findings and recommenda- 
tion of the Army and recommend favorable consideration of the bill. 
The Army report is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., August 17, 1956. 
Hon. Emanvet CELer, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Cuatrman: Reference is made to your letter enclosing 
a copy of H.R. 62, 84th Congress, a bill for the relief of the county of 
Monmouth, N.J., and requesting a report as to the merits of the bill 

The Department of the Army is opposed to the above-mentioned 
bill in its present form. 

This bill provides as follows: 

“That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $30,000 to the county of Monmouth, New 
Jersey, in full settlement of all claims against the United States for 
damages sustained to a bridge on the Newman Springs Road, Mon- 
mouth County, New Jersey, as a result of the movement of a United 
States Army ninety-ton tank over such bridge during the month of 
July 1947. 

It appears that the bridge in question is located on the Swimming 
River in the county of Monmouth, N.J., immediately to the southwest 
of the municipality of Red Bank and is designated as Monmouth 
County Bridge S-16. This bridge was rated at a capacity of 20 tons 
by the county until January 1948, when, because of its damaged 
condition, it was posted with signs reading “Gross Weight Not to 
Exceed 5 Tons.’”’ The Newman Springs Road (also known as the 
Lincroft-Red Bank Road) is a three-lane, hard surfaced, heavy duty 
highway which runs westward from the southwestern outskirts of 
Red Bank, crossing the Swimming River by means of this bridge. 
Opposite the town of Red Bank, on the west bank of the Swimming 
River, is Coles Signal Laboratory, an Army installation, which is 
bounded on the south by Newman Springs Road, on the west by a 
secondary road known as Half Mile Road, and on the north by 
another secondary road known as the Everett-Red Bank Road. 

In 1945 it became necessary to move several pieces of heavy equip- 
ment, such as tanks and tank retrievers, to Coles Signal Laboratory. 
This was accomplished by moving them via New Jersey State Highway 
No. 35 from Fort Monmouth, NWJ., north to the outskirts of Red 
Bank and thence west on the Newman Springs Road across the bridge 
in question to Coles Signal Laboratory. The heaviest such load 
consisted of a truck-tractor, M-26; a semitrailer, M-15; and a medium 
tank, M-26. Although the total weight of these items, fully equipped, 
was rated at approximately 87 short tons, it appears that the actual 
gross weight of this load amounted to only 80 tons. Prior to taking 
this heavy equipment over the bridge, the civilian tank driver oper- 
ating it examined the piers supporting the bridge and noted that one 
of them had a wavy vertical crack in it approximately a fourth of an 
inch wide. He further noted that the guard rail on the left center of 
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the bridge also was cracked. In addition to the M-26 tank referred 
to above, other heavy equipment was transported over this bridge by 
means of the tank trailer (semitrailer, M—-15) on about seven different 
occasions in 1945, with gross weight in each case varying from 50 to 
60 tons. After the close of the year 1945, no loads were transported 
across this bridge by Coles Signal Laboratory by means of the tank 
trailer. During 1946 and the early part of 1947, heavy equipment 
was transported over the bridge, but without utilizing the trailer, 
approximately three times a month, with a maximum load on the 
bridge amounting to approximately 30 tons. 

In mid-1947, it became necessary to move the medium tank and 
other heavy equipment from Coles Signal Laboratory to Fort Mon- 
mouth. Advance inspection of the N ewman Springs Road Bridge 
revealed that all four of the concrete piers in the water were cracked 
near the top, one of them quite severely from a point under the pressure 

late to the outside edge, and that the condition was worse than it had 
een when examined by the tank driver more than a year earlier. 
Accordingly, an engineer representing Coles Signal Laboratory visited 
the office of the county engineer, county of Monmouth, on or about 
July 21, 1947, to report the condition of the bridge and examine de- 
tailed construction plans in order to determine the feasibility of again 
using this bridge for the transportation of heavy equipment. The 
county engineer advised that he would have the structure checked 
Soaneteneee and requested that his office be notified a day in advance 
each time a heavy vehicle was to be moved over the bridge in order 
that an observer might be on hand. Subsequently, on July 29, 1947, 
the county engineer, Mr. Otis R. Seaman, advised the laboratory that, 
after having made a thorough examination of the bridge, his office 
could not assume any responsibility for anything passing over the 
bridge in excess of 20 tons. This letter further stated that, if it was 
found absolutely necessary to transport the tank from the laboratory 
to Fort Monmouth, it would be necessary for the War Department 
(now Department of the Army) to assume responsibility for any 
damage that might be done to the bridge and that, in the absence of 
this, permission to transport the tank over the bridge could not be 
granted. Upon receipt of this letter, two alternative, although 
circuitous, routes were charted to avoid use of this bridge and both the 
State highway department and the county engineer were consulted 
as to the use of such alternative routes. The county engineer, by 
letter dated August 19, 1947, advised that either of such alternative 
routes would be acceptable and the State highway department 
furnished similar advice on the following day. The movement of the 
medium tank to Fort Monmouth was accomplished on August 29, 
1947, by a route which proceeded west on Newman Springs Road and 
involved movement through the Naval Ammunition Depot, Earle, 
N.J. The Swimming River Bridge was not used to transport this 
tank at any time in 1947, or thereafter. 

On or about January 8, 1948, the bridge was inspected by the county 
engineer and two other engineering representatives of the county. 
They found that all four concrete piers supporting the bridge were 
cracked. These cracks were up to 2% to 3 inches wide at the top 
beneath the pedestals, extended downward approximately to the 
highwater mark, a distance of about 6 feet, and sheared, or curved, 
out to the sides of the piers as they progressed downward. The 
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county engineering representatives also found that the abutments 
at both ends of the bridge were crushed beneath the stringers and that 
the pedestals and guide plates were settled out of level, crushing the 
balustrades guardrail, curb, and posts. 

During February and March 1948, emergency repairs were made on 
the most seriously damaged pier at a cost of $3,246.97. Permanent 
repairs were made in 1954 to the entire bridge at an additional cost of 
$20,366.50. The actual expenditures by Monmouth County for 
repair of this bridge following discover of the damage, therefore, 
have amounted to $23,613.47. 

The Department of the Army was not made aware of the assertion 
by the county of Monmouth of a claim against the United States 
arising out of damages to this bridge until the early part of 1954, at 
about the time of the introduction of H.R. 8913, 83d Congress, a 
similar bill upon which no action was taken. Subsequently, an in- 
vestigation was initiated which disclosed that two Department of the 
Army employees having knowledge of the matter were approached by 
county officials for the purpose of making statements with regard 
thereto. Because of the provision of section 283, act of June 25, 
1948 (62 Stat. 697, 18 U.S.C. 283), that— 

“Whoever, being an officer or employee of the United States or any 
department or agency thereof, * * * aids or assists in the prosecution 
or support of any [claim against the United States] otherwise than in 
the proper discharge of his official duties * * * shall be fined not more 
than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or both.” 
neither of these individuals made a statement regarding the matter at 
that time. Following initiation of the investigation by this Depart- 
ment they were questioned and made sworn affidavits with regard to 
the matter. These affidavits, in substance, are as follows: 


AFFIDAVIT OF THOMAS J, KELSO, DATED APRIL 1, 1954 


“Question. Mr. Kelso, directing your attention to the years 1946, 
1947, were you an employee of the OS. Army at Fort Monmouth, N.J? 

“Answer. Yes; I was. 

“Question. What were your duties at that time? 

“Answer. Tank driver at Coles Signal Laboratory. 

“Question. In connection with those duties, did you have occasion 
to drive any heavy Army vehicles over a bridge on Newman Springs 
Road crossing Swimming River, approaching Coles Signal Laboratory 
from the east? 

“Answer. Yes. 

“Question. What is the description and the gross weight of the 
heaviest vehicle you may have driven over the aforementioned 
bridge during the period 1946-47? 

“Answer. During the years 1946-47, to the best of my recollection, 
the heaviest vehicle that I transported across the Newman Sprin 
Road Bridge was approximately 30 tons. It was a medium tank, 
M-4A3. Sometime during 1945, I transported a 40-ton tank trans- 
porter laden with the M-26 tank, weighing approximately 40 tons, 
the entire load having a gross weight of approximately 80 tons. 
During 1945 I Crenepaeeed the tank retriever with other heavy 
equipment, gross loads varying from 50 to 60 tons. The exact 
number of times I cannot recall, but approximately seven or eight 
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times. During the years 1946 and 1947, to the best of my recollection, 
I did not transport any vehicles across the bridge in question with 
the 40-ton tank retriever. To the best of my recollection, I did 
transport the M-26 40-ton tank across the bridge in question in 1945. 

“Question. At any time during the years 1945, through and includ- 
ing 1947, were you put on notice as to the maximum weight capacity 
of this bridge? 

“Answer. No. 

“Question. Did you have any reason ‘to believe that this bridge 
could not support the weight which you transported over it? 

“Answer. No, sir. 

neRetgD: When did you stop transporting heavy vehicles over 
this bridge? 

“Answer. Some time in 1947, when the bridge was posted to heavy 
loads, to the best of my recollection. 

“Question. During the years 1945 through 1947, can you state with 
some degree of accuracy the average number of times you transported 
heavy Army vehicles over this bridge per month? 

“Answer. Approximately three times a month. 

“Question. Did you ever have occasion to inspect this bridge for 
evidence of stress or strain? 

“Answer. Some time during 1945 when I first transported the heavy 
equipment to Coles Signal Laboratory, prior to taking the heavy equip- 
ment over the bridge, I looked at the piers under the bridge and noted 
that one of the piers had a wavy vertical crack in it. I also noted 
that the guard rail on the left center of the bridge was cracked. Sub- 
sequent to this, I proceeded to transport the heavy equipment across 
the bridge. 

“Question. Did you ever have occasion to look at the bridge piers 
again? 

“Answer. No; I didn’t. 

“Question. Is it true that you had no direct orders not to transport 
pe heavy equipment over the bridge during the years mentioned 
above? 

“Answer. I had no such orders. 

“Question. Did it come to your attention during the years 1945 to 
1947 or subsequent thereto, that heavy equipment other than that 
belonging to Fort Monmouth, was using this bridge? 

“Answer. As strictly hearsay, I have been led to believe that a 
National Guard unit from Red Bank, N.J., had transported M-4 
series tanks of a gross weight of approximately 30 tons over this 
bridge during the years 1947 to 1954. During the years 1945 to 
1947, the bridge was open to commercial vehicles such as tractor 
trailers and buses. Recently, private contractors have transported 
earthmovers over this bridge, to my knowledge.” 


AFFIDAVIT OF CHARLES P. BUCHERER, DATED APRIL 1, 1954 


“Question. Mr. Bucherer, are you an employee of the U.S. Govern- 
ment at Fort Monmouth, N.J.? 

“Answer. Yes. 

“Question. What is your official duty now? 

‘Answer. Chief of General Engineering Section. 











6 MONMOUTH COUNTY, N.J. 


“Question. During the years 1945 to 1947, what were your duties 
at Fort Monmouth? 

“‘Answer. Assistant Chief of Mechanical Engineering Section. 

“Question. In connection with your official duties in the years 1945 
to 1947, did you have occasion to inspect the bridge over Swimming 
River on Newman Springs Road? 

“Answer. Yes; at the request of Colonel Spear. 

“Question. Will you state the circumstances surrounding that in- 
spection? 

“Answer. Colonel Spear was made aware of the possibility of dam- 
age to the bridge from transporting heavy Army tanks over it, and 
he instructed Eric Hansen and me to make a physical examination 
and calculate if the bridge was strong enough to bear these tanks. 
While complete examination of the bridge could not be made to 
determine its strength, the bridge piers were examined underneath 
and we found that a diagonal crack occurred on one of them, and 
there were cracks at the pressure plates on top of the piers. 

“Question. Can you state with some degree of accuracy, the ap- 
proximate date that this examination was made? 

‘Answer. During the month of June or July 1947. 

“Question. Will you continue, please? 

“Answer. A report of these findings was verbally made to Colonel 
Spear and after discussion, it was decided that Mr. Hansen and I 
would go to the county engineer to determine if this bridge was safe 
for transportation of army tanks. A discussion was held in the 
county engineer’s office at Freehold, N.J., with Mr. McKee of the 
county engineer’s department, Mr. Hansen and myself. From this 
discussion it was determined that the bridge would be satisfactory for 
the transportation of army tanks. A report of this discussion was 
verbally made to Colonel Spear. A letter dated July 29, 1947, was 
subsequently received by me from Otis R. Seaman, county engineer, 
relative to transporting the 90-ton tank over the Newman Springs 
Road Bridge. This letter continued to state that the county engineer 
had examined the bridge and that they could not assume any respon- 
sibility for anything passing over this bridge of more than 20 tons’ 
capacity. This letter continues, ‘If you find it absolutely necessary 
to transport the tank from Camp Coles to Fort Monmouth, the War 
Department must assume any damage that might be done to the 
bridge. Unless this is done, we cannot grant permission to transport 
the tank over this bridge.’ The 90-ton tank to which the county 
engineer referred, was the M-26 tank with retriever, which we had at 
one time estimated to have a gross maximum weight of 90 tons, but 
which in fact never grossed more than 80 tons. After receipt of the 
letter of July 29, 1947, from the county engineer, to the best of my 
knowledge, no army tanks stationed at Coles Signal Laboratory were 
transported over this bridge. It was approximately at this time that 
the county posted this bridge as having a maximum gross weight 
capacity of 20 tons. After receipt of this letter, steps were taken to 
determine alternate routes for transporting tanks from Coles Signal 
Laboratory to Fort Monmouth. A letter dated August 15, 1947, 
outlining two routes A and B, from Coles Signal Laboratory to Fort 
Monmouth, were forwarded to the county engineer for approval. A 
letter was received, dated August 19, 1947, stating that either of the 
referenced routes A or B would be acceptable to the county of Mon- 
mouth, however, that they would prefer B to be followed.” 
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During the investigation by this Department, a field inspection and 
engineering analysis of this bridge was made by the New York district, 
Corps of Engineers. Field inspection indicated that— 

“Pier damages have been repaired by encasing the piers with new 

structural concrete doweled to existing pier concrete. Therefore, a 
visual inspection of damages to the piers as reported is impossible. 
Concrete patching of concrete railing which had cracked and spalled 
[i.e., chipped or crumbled] at pedestal ends of each simple span had 
also been accomplished. Visual inspection of the concrete encasement 
of all bridge steel members showed no signs of any cracking which 
would have developed if the steel was excessively overloaded. There- 
fore, no conclusion [as] to the failure of the piers can be drawn from 
the field inspection.” 
The engineering analysis was based on the construction specifications 
of the bridge and concluded that “theoretically, the tank load should 
have caused no signs of distress in the pier.”” The district engineer 
therefore reported that— 

“In view of the foregoing, it is concluded that if no signs of distress 
existed in the piers before the transporting of the tank over the bridge, 
none should have developed after passage of the tank. However, if 
signs of distress existed before passage of the tank, then the trans- 
porting of the tank over the bridge contributed to the failure of the 

iers. There is no evidence of any damage to the structure caused 
in the past or recently by the elements.” 

This report differed substantially from those of county engineering 
representatives who had expressed the opinion that the damage or 
failure was a compressive shear caused by a single excessive load from 
the deck of the bridge through the girders onto the pedestals and then 
to the piers. The county representatives were also of the opinion 
that the damage could not have been caused by vibration or repeated 
overloads but could only have been caused by one heavy excessive 
overload. The conclusions of these individuals were obviously based 
on the erroneous assumption that a 90-ton load had been placed on 
the bridge by the Army in July 1947, and were also made without 
realization of the fact that a crack in one of the piers had existed prior 
to use of the bridge by Army personnel for transportation of heavy 
equipment and that this crack had become more serious during the 
2 years before the inspection by county authorities in January 1948. 
Accordingly, the entire file was referred to the Office of the Chief of 
Engineers, Department of the Army, for study and report. In a 
memorandum, dated December 16, 1954, that office advised, perti- 
nently, as follows: 

“9” The file in the case has been examined with respect to the 
question of the direct cause of damage to the bridge piers * * *. We 
concur in general with the findings of the district engineer, New York 
district * * *. 

“3. There is evidence that a pier was cracked in 1945, prior to the 
assage of heavy Government equipment over the bridge (exhibit A). 
ad this been Laptin to Mr. McKee [the county engineering rep- 

resentative who made a detailed statement], it is doubtful that he 
would have made the statement [that the damage could only have 
been caused by one heavy load and was not the result of vibration 
or repeated overloads], particularly in view of his own observation 
of the poor quality of the concrete as evidenced by his statement in 
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the same deposition that ‘I also found the abuttments at the east and 
west end (sic) of the span were crushed beneath the stringers.’ As 
the bearing pressure due to design loading has been computed to be 
only 410 pounds per square inch, this crushing is indicative of a ver 
weak concrete which would also be weak in tensile strength and, 
therefore, susceptible to cracking under relatively light loads. Once 
cracking had started the failure would be progressive due to the con- 
centration of normal traffic loads over a smaller area; the effects of 
vibration caused by traffic; and the cumulative effect of the freezing 
of water in the crack during cold weather. 

“4. After the pier had cracked and its supporting power was thereby 
reduced, every load to which it was subjected would contribute to its 
further failure. Any load which might have been placed on the bridge 
by the Government would have contributed only its pro rata share of the 
total loading of normal traffic.”’ [Italic supplied.] 

Advice from a representative of the county of Monmouth indicates 
that the county has not previously received any Federal assistance for 
either the construction or maintenance of the bridge in question. A 
county bridge over the Shrewsbury River, commonly known as the 
Navesink River Bridge, was built at a cost of approximately $1,100,000, 
45 percent of which consisted of a 1938 grant from the Public Works 
Administration. Another bridge over the south branch of the 
Shrewsbury River, known as the Sea Bright-Rumson Bridge, costing 
between $500,000 and $600,000, was built with Federal assistance. 
It appears that the funds for the last-named bridge represented an 
accumulation, over a period of years, of Federal money allotted to the 
SHOE of New Jersey for the improvement of county or secondary 
roads. 

This Department has been advised that the sum of $30,000 stated 
in this bill represents the amount of $23,613.47, which was actually 
expended by the county plus an estimated sum to cover engineering 
fees, costs of preparing plans and specifications, cost of advertising 
for bids, clerical work, legal fees and investigating costs. No evidence 
has been presented to this Department that any such additional ex- 
penses in fact have been incurred. It would seem that any actual 
work in connection with this matter, not included in the charges for 
temporary and permanent repairs which have already been paid, has 
been accomplished by county officials and employees as a part of their 
regular duties. There do not appear to have been any legal fees or 
investigating costs involved in this matter other than in the prepara- 
tion and presentation to the Congress of the county’s claim against 
the United States. This Department is unaware of any precedent 
for the allowance of any such additional amount. Accordingly, even 
if the damage to the bridge were to be considered entirely the result 
of the movement of heavy Army traffic over this bridge, it appears that 
the maximum amount to which the county equitably would be entitled 
could not exceed the actual expenditures made in connection there- 
with, or $23,613.47. 

However, it appears to be common knowledge that, during the 
period involved, in addition to the Federal military traffic, the bridge 
was utilized by a National Guard unit of the State of New Jersey for 
the movement of tanks and was also used by heavy commercial ve- 
hicles. Under such circumstances it would be entirely inequitable for 
the United States to bear any part of the expenses in connection with 
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the repair of this bridge which would exceed its proportionate share of 
the traffic over the bridge. Although, under the circumstances, it is 
impossible to determine this share with any degree of accuracy, it is 
the opinion of the Department of the Army that a generous estimate 
of the proportion of the costs which might equitably be assumed by 
the United States as a result of damage to this bridge could not exceed 
50 percent. Accordingly, the Department of the Army would have 
no objection to an award to the county of Monmouth, N.J., in the 
event that the amount thereof is not in excess of 50 percent of the 
county’s actual expenditures for the repair of this bridge, or $11,806.73 
(50 percent times $23,613.47). 

Should the Congress determine that the county of Monmouth is en- 
titled to an award to the extent indicated above, it is recommended 
that, for the purpose of accuracy, the portion of the bill which follows 
the enactment clause and which precedes the word “Provided” be 
stricken and that the following be substituted therefor: 

“That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $11,806.73 to the County of Monmouth, 
New Jersey, in full settlement of all claims against the United States 
for damages sustained to a bridge on the Newman Springs Road, 
Monmouth County, New Jersey, designated as Monmouth County 
Bridge S-16, which resulted, in part, from the movement of heavy 
United States Army vehicles over said bridge during the period from 
1945 to mid-1947, inclusive’. 

The cost of this bill in its present form would be $30,000. Should 
the bill be amended as recommended by the Department of the Army, 
the cost would not exceed $11,806.73. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wieser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 


PROPOSAL FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION OF PreRS AND ABUTMENTS OF 
Bripvce No. S-16, Over Swimmine River, Berween Rep Ban 
AND MippLetTowNn Townsuip, NJ. 


To the Board of Chosen Freeholders, County of Monmouth, N.J.: 

The undersigned hereby declare that he has carefully examined the 
advertisement, standard specifications, addendum to standard speci- 
fications, instructions to bidders, form of contract and bond for the 
project named above; that he has carefully examined the site of the 
project as provided in article 1.3.8., of the “Standard Specifications” ; 
and that he will contract to carry out and complete said project as 
specified and delineated at the price per unit measure for each sched- 

ed item of work stated in the ‘Schedule of Prices,” following. 

It is understood that the total price, stated by the undersigned 
in the “Schedule of Prices,” is based on the estimated quantities and 
will control in the awarding of the contract. 

It is further understood that the quantities stated in this ‘Schedule 
of Prices” for the various items, are estimates only and may be 
increased or decreased, as provided for in the specifications. 
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Schedule of prices 





Item Approximate Item Unit Amount 
No. quantities price 
1 | Lump sum........ Clearing site, including removal of portion of existing |.......... $3, 200. 00 
concrete piers and abutments as shown on plans. 
2 | 164 linear feet_...- Untreated timber cofferdams for piers, complete in $10.00 | 1, 640.00 
place, including hardware and tie rods. 
3 | 57 cubic yards..... Class B ee in place including form work and ex- 77.00 | 4,389. 00 
pansion bolts. 
4 | 55 cubic yards._... oe gg SRE ee ee ene 77.50 | 4, 262.50 
6 | 10,500 pounds..... 34-inch diameter reinforcing steel in structures__......... . 25 2, 625. 00 
6 | Lump sum..-...... Raising and reseating existing beams, including new |......---- 4, 250. 00 


anchor bolts and steel plates and repair to expansion 
joints and railing and painting exposed steel. 


ERE Bi denk seitdticdcanuubdbdssbbctbanbbhbidibcdesiehbaatenbes | 
sum bid. | 





Conran, Hansen & Co. 





PROPOSAL FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION OF PiERS AND ABUTMENTS OF 
Bripce No. S-16, Over Swimmine River, Berween Rep Bank 
AND MippLetown Townsuip, NJ. 


To the Board of Chosen Freeholders, County of Monmouth, N.J.: 


The undersigned hereby declare that he has carefully examined the 
advertisment, standard specifications, addendum to standard speci- 
fications, instructions to bidders, form of contract and bond for the 
project named above; that he has carefully examined the site of the 
project as provided in article 1.3.8, of the “Standard Specifications ;” 
and that he will contract to carry out and complete said project as 

specified and delineated at the price per unit measure for each sched- 

uled item of work stated in the ‘Schedule of Prices,’’ following. 

It is understood that the total price, stated by the undersigned in 
the “Schedule of Prices,” is based on the estimated quantities and 
will control in the awarding of the contract. 

It is further understood that the quantities stated in this ‘“Sched- 
ule of Prices” for the various items, are estimates only and may be 
increased or decreased, as provided for in the specifications. 


Schedule of prices 











Item Approximate Item Unit Amount 
No. quantities price 
1 | Lump sum..-...... Clearing site, including removal of portion of existing |$5, 500. 00 $5, 500 
concrete piers and abutments as shown on plans. 
2 | 164 linear feet..... Untreated timber cofferdams for piers, complete in 75. 00 12, 300 
place, including hardware and tie rods. 
3 | 57 cubie yards_.... Class ~ ew in place including form work and expan- 150. 00 8, 550 
sion bolts, 
4 | 55 cubic yards.....| Class C concrete in place._...........................-.. 75. 00 4, 125 
5 | 10,500 pounds.....| 34-inch diameter reinforcing steel in structures. .......... -25 2, 625 
6 | Lump sum........ Raising and reseating existing beams, including new /|15, 000.00 15, 000 


anchor bolts and steel plates and repair to expansion 
joints and railing and painting exposed steel. 


Tete te 8) i Si atid odie ddidtdall tinnwapiicnsidtubbssddeddnn|sdcnensiae 48, 100 
sum bid. 





Tuomas Proctor. 
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PROPOSAL FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION OF PieRS AND ABUTMENTS OF 
Bripee No. S-16, Over Swimmine River, Between Rep Bank 
AND MiIppLETowN Townsuip, N.W. 


To the Board of Chosen Freeholders, County of Monmouth, N.J.: 

The undersigned hereby declare that he has carefully examined the 
advertisement, standard specifications, addendum to standard specifi- 
cations, instructions to bidders, form of contract and bond for the 
project named above; that he has carefully examined the site of the 
project as provided in article 1.3.8, of the “Standard Specifications” ; 
and that he will contract to carry out and complete said project as 
specified and delineated at the price per unit measure for each 
scheduled item of work stated in the ‘‘Schedule of Prices,” following. 

It is understood that the total price, stated by the undersigned 
in the “‘Schedule of Prices,” is based on the estimated quantities and 
will control in the awarding of the contract. 

It is further understood that the quantities stated in this “Schedule 
of Prices’ for the various items, are estimates only and may be 
increased or decreased, as provided for in the specifications. 


Schedule of prices 











Item Approximate Item Unit Amount 
No. quantities price 
es 
1 | Lump sum........ Clearing site, including removal of portion of existing |.......... $4, 600 
concrete piers and abutments as shown on plans. 
2 | 164 linear feet ..... Untreated timber cofferdams for piers, complete in $50. 00 8, 200 
place, including hardware and tie rods. 
3 | 57 cubic yards..... Class B concrete in place including form work and ex- 130. 00 7, 410 
pansion bolts. 
4 | 55 cubic yards..... Class © comerete Wi DleOt cn) ni5 ie hh bo conibbeiian al 50. 00 2, 750 
5 | 10,500 pounds..... 34-inch diameter reinforcing steel in structures__......... . 30 3, 150 
6 | Lump sum........ Raising and reseating existing beams, including new |.......-..-. 11, 319 


anchor bolts and steel plates and repair to expansion | 
joints and railing and painting exposed steel. 


ULE Incanncccnurcnnccennsencnuninecsdieiguiaiiidipeeianiianidisamasinianiel 37, 429 
sum bid. 


A. P. THompson. 
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AMENDMENT OF SECTION 2734 OF TITLE 10 OF THE 
UNITED STATES CODE SO AS TO EXTEND THE STATUTE 
OF LIMITATIONS AS TO CERTAIN FOREIGN CLAIMS 





Apri. 29, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Lanpsay, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 2740] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 2740) to amend section 2734 of title 10, United States Code, to 
extend the statute of limitations in the case of certain foreign claims, 
having considered the same, report favorably thereon without amend- 
ment and recommend that the bill do pass. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the proposed legislation is to amend section 
2734(b)(1) of title 10 of the United States Code so as to increase the 
period during which claims may be filed under the section from 1 to 
2 years from the time the claim accrues. 


STATEMENT 


This amendment to section 2734 of title 10 was the subject of an 
executive communication sent to the Congress by the Department of 
Defense. Section 2734 now provides that claims must be filed within 
1 year of the incident giving rise to the claim, and permits the settle- 
ment of claims arising from the noncombat activities of the Armed 
Forces of the United States in foreign countries. As is evidenced by 
the executive communication of the Department of Defense which is 
appended to this report, the 2-year statute of limitations is the usual 
period in claims statutes in the United States. A 2-year period as is 
proposed by the amendment in H.R. 2740 would also correspond to the 
period fixed by law in many of the foreign countries where section 2734 
is meant to apply. In this connection it is pertinent to note that the 
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two sections just preceding section 2734—that is, sections 2732 and 
2733, which also concern claims—both require that claims under their 
respective provisions be filed within a 2-year period. Also the period 
fixed in section 2401(b) of title 28 of the United States Code concerning 
tort claims against the United States is also 2 years. Accordingly, 
this committee has concluded that in the case of section 2734 of title 10, 
the 2-year period is the usual and appropriate period for the type of 
claims provided for in that section. 

The executive communication pointed out that from the standpoint 
of actual experience in claims settlement under this section, the period 
of 1 year has been found to be such a short period that otherwise 
meritorious claims were not filed in time, and therefore could not be 
settled under the authority of section 2734. It was pointed out that 
this was the situation in a case which resulted in a request to the 
Congress for private relief legislation. The bill referred to was that 
concerning Thomas F.. Milton, an English policeman, which was con- 
sidered by this committee and favorably reported to the House. In 
that case private legislation was the individual’s only recourse, and 
the bill became Private Law 85-301. Instances such as these have 
resulted in difficulties for the United States in the conduct of its re- 
lations with other countries, 

The committee, therefore, agrees with the recommendations made 
by the Department of Defense that section 2734(b)(1) should be 
amended to provide for a 2-year period in which to assert claims. It 
is recommended that the bill be considered favorably. 


COMPARATIVE TEXT 


In compliance with clause 3(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill 
are shown as follows, with existing law in which no change is proposed 
shown in roman type, and the new matter printed in italics. Material 
which would be omitted is shown in black brackets. 


§ 2734. Property loss; personal injury or death: incident to non- 
combat activities of Department of Army, Navy, or Air 
Force; foreign countries. 


(a) To promote and maintain friendly relations through the prompt 
settlement of meritorious claims The Secretary of a military depart- 
ment or any officer designated by him may, under such regulations as 
the Secretary may prescribe, appoint one or more claims commissions, 
each composed of one or more commissioned officers of the armed 
forces under his jurisdiction, to settle and pay any claim for not more 
than $15,000, for— 

(1) damage to, or loss of, real property of any foreign country 
or of any political subdivision or inhabitant of a foreign country, 
including damage or loss incident to use and occupancy; 

(2) damage to, or loss of, personal property of any foreign coun- 
try or of any political subdivision or inhabitant of a foreign coun- 
try, including property bailed to the United States; or 

(3) personal injury to, or death of, any inhabitant of a foreign 
country; 

if the damage, loss, personal injury, or death occurs outside the United 
States, or the Territories, Commonwealths, or possessions, and is 
caused by, or is otherwise incident to noncombat activities of, the 
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armed forces under his jurisdiction, or is caused by a member thereof 
or by a civilian employee of the department concerned. The claim of 
an insured, but not that of a subrogee, may be consider ed under this 
subsection. In this section, “foreign country” includes any place 
under the jurisdiction of the "United States in a foreign country. 

(b) A claim may be allowed under subsection (a) only if— 

(1) it is presented within [one year] two years after it accrues; 

(2) in the case of a national of a country at war with the 
United States, or of any ally of that country, the claimant is 
determined by the commission or by the local military com- 
mander to be friendly to the United States; and 

(3) it did not arise from action by an enemy or result directly 
or indirectly from an act of the armed forces of the United States 
in combat. 

(c) Allowance of a claim for more than $2,500 under subsection (a) 
may, by regulation, be made subject to the approval of any commis- 
sioned officer designated by the Secretary of the military department 
concerned. 

(d) The Secretary of the military department concerned may 
certify to Congress any claim for more than $15,000 that would other- 
wise be covered by this section in the amount that he considers just 
and reasonable, as a legal claim for payment from appropriations 
made by Congress therefor, together with a brief statement of the 
claim, the amount claimed, and the amount allowed. 

(e) No claim may be paid under subsection (a) unless the amount 
tendered is accepted in full satisfaction. 

(f) Upon the request of a military department, a claim arising in 
that department and covered by subsection (a) may be settled and 
paid by a commission appointed under subsection (a) and composed 
of officers of an armed force under the jurisdiction of another military 
department. 

(zg) A claim against the Coast Guard may be settled or paid under 
this section only if it arises and is settled and paid while the Coast 
Guard is operating as a service in the Navy. Officers of the Coast 
Guard may serve on claims commissions, or as officers to approve 
settlements made by such a commission, only for claims against the 
Coast Guard. Payment of such claims shall be made out of the appro- 
priation for the operating expenses of the Coast Guard. 

(h) The Secretary of Defense may designate any claims commission 
appointed under subsection (a) to settle and pay, as provided in this 
section, claims for damage caused by a civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense other than an employee of a military depart- 
ment. Payments of claims under this subsection shall be made from 
appropriations available to the Office of the Secretary of Defense for. 
the payment of claims. O 
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DISPOSITION OF SUNDRY PAPERS 





ApriL 29, 1959.—Ordered to be printed 





Mr. THompson of New Jersey, from the Joint Committee on Dis- 
position of Executive Papers, submitted the following 


REPORT 


{Pursuant to 59 Stat. 434 and 63 Stat. 377 


The joint select committee of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives, appointed on the part of the Senate and House of Representatives 
and acting in compliance with the provisions of the act approved July 
7, 1943 (57 Stat. 380), as amended by the act approved July 6, 
1945 (59 Stat. 434) and the act approved June 30, 1949 (63 Stat. 377), 
respectfully reports to the Senate and House of Representatives that 
it has received and examined the report of the Archivist of the United 
States No. 59-9, dated April 22, 1959, to the 86th Congress, Ist ses- 
sion, submitting the following lists or schedules covering records 
proposed for disposal by the Government agencies indicated: 


Job No. Agency by which submitted Job No. Agency by which submitted 
II-NN A-2931...} Veterans’ Administration. II-NN A-2988__.| Department ot the Air Force. 
II-N N A-2955...| General Services Administration, || LI-NNA-2994_..| Selective Service System. 

II-N N A-2957_..| Department of the Army. II-NN A-2998___| General Services Administration. 

II-NN A-2969...| Office of Civil and Defense || II-NNA-2999__.| Department of the Air Force. 
Mobilization. LI-NNA-3000...]| U.S. Atomic Energy Commis- 

LI-N N A-2974__.]| Department of the Treasury. sion 

II-NNA-2978...; Selective Service System. Li-NNA-3001__. Do. 

II-NN A-2979___ Do. Il-NN A-3002__- Do. 

II-N N A-2982_._.| Department oi the Army. LI-NNA-3003_..| Department of the Air Force. 

II-NN A-2986__.| Department of the Navy. LI-N N A-3007_..| Genera Services Administration. 
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Your committee reports that the records proposed for disposal in 
the said lists or silted tos reported by the Archivist of the United 
States do not, or will not after the lapse of the period specified, have 
sufficient administrative, !egal, research, or other value to warrant 
their continued preservation by the Government and recommends 
that their disposal be accomplished subject to the proviso of section 6 
and the provisions of section 9 of the aforementioned act, as amended. 
Respectfully submitted to the Senate and House of Representatives. 
Frank THompson, Jr., 
Witrarp S. Curtin, 
Members on the Part of the House. 
Ourn D. Joxnston, 


FranK CARLSON, 
Members on the Part of the Senate. 


O 
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AMENDMENT TO THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954, AS 
AMENDED 


Aprit 29, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. DurnaM, from the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, submitted 
the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 5104] 


The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, having considered H.R. 
5104, an original committee bill, to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, report favorably thereon without amendment and 
recommend that the bill do pass. 


SUMMARY OF BILL 


This bill amends section 251 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended, by deleting the words “and July” in the first sentence 
thereof. The first sentence of section 251 now provides that the AEC 
shall submit to the Congress, in January and July of each year, a 
report concerning the activities of the Commission. This amendment, 
in substance, provides that the Commission shall in the future submit 
such report only in January and not also in July, and thus on an 
annual, rather than a semiannual basis. 

The Joint Committee conducts hearings during the first 60 days 
of each session of the Congress on the development, growth, and state 
of the atomic energy industry, pursuant to section 202 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended. Thus the report required by section 
251, if submitted to the Congress in January, will continue to be 
available to the Congress, the Joint Committee, and the public in 
advance of these annual hearings, and will continue to provide useful 
background information for these hearings. 

The Commission has stated that an annual, rather than a semi- 
annual report, would conserve time and expenses, would release part 
of its s for work on other projects, and would present essentially 
the same information to the Congpens as now contained in the two 
reports furnished each year. 
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It was the conclusion of the Joint Committee, after carefu'ly con- 
sidering this bill that, because of other requirements in the act, the 
Congress and the public would be adequately served in the future by 
an annual report, and that a semiannual report would no longer be 
necessary. 

Of course, as discussed more fully below under “Comments of the 
Joint Committee,” this proposed amendment would in no way alter 
the Commission’s duty and obligation to keep the Joint Committee 
fully and currently informed, in accordance with the requirements of 
section 202 of the act. 


STATEMENT FURNISHED BY THE AEC 


The AEC requested this amendment, and at the time it recom- 
mended the proposed bill, the Commission submitted the following 
statement in support thereof: 


Ana.ysis OF Drarr Britt To AMEND Section 251 or THE 
Atomic Enerey Act or 1954, as AMENDED 


The proposed bill would amend section 251 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, by providing for an annual 
report in January of each year concerning the activities of 
the Commission in lieu of the present requirement in section 
251 for the Commission to submit to the Congress a semi- 
annual report in January and July. 

It is the opinion of the Commission that an annual report 
would be more effective and efficient than semiannual reports 
in keeping the Congress and the public well informed con- 
cerning atomic energy activities. Semiannual reports, 
because of their frequency, necessarily focus on immediate 
events and activities rather than on presenting a broad and 
analytical report which would place activities in the full 
perspective of congressional policies and Commission pro- 
grams. When the Commission presents such analytical re- 

orts under the present requirement for semiannual reports, 
it is quite often necessary to repeat and recapitulate infor- 
mation previously submitted to the Congress. This is 
neither efficient nor economical. 

The need for semiannual reports no longer exists. The 
original purpose of reporting semiannually arose from the 
secrecy surrounding the entire atomic energy program. ‘The 
Congress wanted to keep itself well informed about this new 
and secret area of scientific and technological development, 
and wanted the public to be informed to the extent that pub- 
lication was consistent with the preservation of national 
security. Since the passage of the original act in 1946 and 
especially since the passage of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 

ractically all, except military-connected, information has 
een déclassified. A steady: and heavy volume of informa- 

- tion, both technical and-addressed to lay audiences, flows to: 
the Congress and to the public. The Joint Committee on 
Atomic Rais: designated by the Congress to receive infor- 
mation on its behalf, is supplied with quarterly, classified 
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reports and even given day-to-day information on specific 
actions, policy problems and program changes. Annual pub- 
lic hearings are held during the first 60 days of each Congress 
on the development, growth, and state of the atomic energy 
industry, and other public hearings are frequently scheduled 
by the Joint Committee or its subcommittees on particular 
aspects of atomic energy programs. 

An annual report would be more economical of congres- 
sional and congressional staff time and would present 
essentially the same information now contained in the two 
reports furnished each year. Equally, it would conserve time 
and effort throughout the Commission and would accomplish 
minor reductions in printing expenditures. 


COMMENTS OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE 


1. In recommending to the Congress that the act be amended, as 
requested by the Commission, to provide for a report on an annual 
rather than semiannual basis, the Joint Committee wishes to empha- 
size its belief that the Commission should continue efforts to declassify 
and disseminate information developed in its program. Subsection 
3 b. of the Atomic Energy Act, states that one of the purposes of the 
Atomic Energy Act, shall be to provide for: 


a program for the dissemination of unclassified scientific and 
technical information and for the control, dissemination, and 
declassification of restricted data, subject to appropriate safe- 
guards, so as to encourage scientific and industrial progress. 


Other sections of the Atomic Energy Act require the Commission 
specifically to declassify and disseminate information to the public. 
The Joint Committee continues to believe that such duties of the 
Commission are vital to the rapid development and application of the 
peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

2. The proposed amendment would in no way affect the require- 
ments of section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
which provides in part as follows: 


The Commission shall keep the Joint Committee fully and 
currently informed with respect to all of the Commission’s 
activities. 


The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, in order to carry out its 
heavy responsibilities and duties, and in order to be able to report to, 
and make recommendations to, the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives, must be able to obtain information it considers necessary 
relating to atomic energy, and the activities or responsibilities of any 
Government agency in the field of atomic energy. It is intended that 
the Commission will continue to be under the obligations of section 202 
to keep the Joint Committee “fully and currently informed.” 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In accordance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill 
accompanying this report are shown as follows (deleted matter is shown 
in brackets) : 
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Tue Atomic Enercy Act or 1954, as AMENDED 


Public Law 83-703 


Sec. 251. Report to Conaress.—The Commission shall submit 
to the Congress, in January [and July] of each year, a report con- 
cerning the activities of the Commission. The Commission shall 
include in such report, and shall at such other times as it deems 
desirable submit to the Congress, such recommendations for additional 
legislation as the Commission deems necessary or desirable, 


O 
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INCREASING THE AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIA- 
TIONS TO THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


Aprit 29, 1959 —Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. DuruaM, from the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, sub- 
mitted the following 


REPORT 


(To accompany H.R. 5105) 


The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, having considered H.R. 
5105, an original committee bill, to amend Public Law 85-590 to 
increase the authorization for appropriations to the Atomic Energy 
Commission, in accordance with section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and for other purposes, report favorably thereon 
without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass. 


SUMMARY OF BILL 


This bill amends Public Law 85-590, the AEC Authorization Act 
for the current fiscal year 1959, to increase the authorization for 
project 59-c-5, phermex installation, Los Alamos, N. Mex., from 
$2,250,000, to $3,550,000, or a net increase of $1,300,000. 

This amendment is just an increase in the authorization for the 
single project 59-c-5, and does not increase the total amount author- 
ized by Public Law 85-590. 


LETTER AND STATEMENT OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


This bill was requested by the Atomic Energy Commission by letter 
dated February 24, 1959, to Senator Anderson, chairman of the Joint 
Committee, from Acting AEC Chairman Vance. The letter of the 
Commission, together with an unclassified analysis of the project, are 
reprinted below for the information of the Congress. 
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U.S. Aromic Enercy Commission, 
February 24, 1959. 
Hon. Curnton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


Dear Senator ANDERSON: I have submitted today to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives and the President of the Senate 
proposed legislation which would amend the 1959 authorization act 
(Public Law 85-590) to increase the amount authorized for project 
59-c-5, phermex installation, Los Alamos, N. Mex., to $3,550,000 
from $2,250,000. 

The increase of $1,300,000 is attributable to a sharp rise in the 
cost of components, the need for considerably more monitoring and 
control equipment than had been originally anticipated and changes 
in machine design to insure more satisfactory performance. No 
change is being made in the scope of the project. Since even greater 
emphasis must be placed upon nonnuclear methods of development 
during a test moratorium, the need for the phermex installation 
becomes more compelling than at the time the project was originally 
requested. 

Copies of the proposed legislation and the unclassified analysis of 
the project are Smaak Copies of the classified analysis will be 
furnished separately to your staff. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. S. Vance, Acting Chairman. 

Enclosures. 


69-c-5 Phermex installation, Los Alamos, N. Mew., $3, 550000 
This project will provide a weapons diagnostic facility 
consisting of laboratory and power control buildings, phermex 
chamber, detection chamber and X-unit pad. This facility 
will be located in a remote technical area at Los Alamos. 
During the past year the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
has continued development work to improve the machine 
design. As a result of the more definitive information de- 
veloped by this continual study, the estimated cost of the 
project has been increased by $1,300,000 over the amount 
authorized by Public Law 85-590. The higher estimate is 
attributable to a sharp rise in the cost of components, the 
need for considerably more monitoring and control equip- 
ment than had been originally anticipated and changes in 
machine design to insure more satisfactory performance. 


The AKC also furnished the Joint Committee a classified statement 
containing additional information justifying this project which is 
necessarily classified because of the defense information and restricted 
data which it contains. 

In a hearing held in executive session before the Subcommittee on 
Legislation on February 27, 1959, the following representatives of 
the AEC testified in support of this project: Mr. A. R. Luedecke, 
General Manager; Brig. Gen. A. D. Starbird, Director of the Divi- 
sion of Military Application; and Mr. Don S. Burrows, Controller. 
The testimony indicated that the project was ready for construction, 
and that the Commission considered it important for its atomic 
weapons development program. 
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COMMENTS OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE 


1. Public Law 85-590 contains in section 102 certain limitations 
on the authority of the Commission to start projects authorized by 
section 101. Insofar as project 59-c-5 is concerned, it was provided 
that the Commission was authorized to start this project only if the 
currently estimated cost does not exceed by more than 25 percent 
the estimated cost set forth in the act, $2,250,000. Inasmuch as the 
current estimated cost is now $3,550,000, the increase of $1,300,000 
is more than the maximum allowable 25 percent. Thus the Com- 
mission is not authorized to start project 59-c—5 without amendment 
to Public Law 85-590. The Commission has stated that the increase 
is attributable to the sharp rise in the cost of components, the need 
for considerably more monitoring and control equipment than had 
been originally anticipated, and changes in machine design to insure 
more satisfactory performance. 

2. The Joint Committee recommends that this bill be considered 
and enacted by the Congress as soon as possible, in order that this 
project, important to our atomic weapons program, may proceed as 
expeditiously as possible. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAWS 


In accordance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill accom- 
panying this report are shown as follows (new matter is printed in 
italic, and deleted matter is shown in brackets): 


Pusuic Law 85-590 


Sec. 101. PLrant or Factuity Acquisition or ConstRUCTION.— 
There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Atomic Energy 
Commission, in accordance with the provisions of section 261 a. (1) of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the sum of $386,679,000 
for acquisition or condemnation of any real property or any facility 
or for plant or facility acquisition, construction, or expansion, as 
follows: 

(c) AToMIC WEAPONS.— 


* * * * x * * 


5. Project 59-c-5, phermex installation, Los Alamos, N. Mex.; 
[$2,250 000] $3, 550, 000. 
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